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1 could put additional requirements in the ordinance 

2 as to how to qualify for the homeowner's exemption, 

3 so I don't think that that would be a problem. And 

4 I think that when I had talked to Real Property Tax 

5 about this issue, I believe that the exemption is 

6 applied -- isn't it applied to the house first? 

7 It's applied to the house first, and then if there's 

8 anything left, then that gets applied to the land. 

9 So I don't know if that's kind of what you were 

10 trying to get toward. 

11 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Yes, it would be, but the one 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

thing I'm looking at that is that I would just 

like to -- if it's possible, anybody that has let's 

say a home and I'll just use a million dollars as 

an example. Anyone that has a home that is 1 

million dollars or more does not qualify for the 

homeowner exemption at all. I don't care whether 

they're local or whether they're off island. And 

the only reason I'm saying that, Mr. Chair, is there 

are some local people who have expressed to me that 

if they could afford to buy or have -- in some cases 

these people do have homes that are worth a million 

dollars -- they've expressed they don't mind paying 

a greater share of that burden because they have the 

financial wherewithal to do that. 
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And from a fiscal standpoint I would say that 

would be great if we could do that. I'd kind of 

like a -- and I guess going back to the financial 

model, I'd like to know if we just eliminated the 

homeowner exemption for everybody whose home was 1 

million dollars and above, what would be the impact 

of doing that? And then not worry about whether 

they're owner occupied or just look at it from a 

fiscal perspective entirely. And where would that 

leave us and would we have a problem defending that 

if we were to -- because I'm sure some people 

wouldn't like it, they'd say, well, you're 

discriminating against me because I have a home 

that's more expensive. 

So, you know, I -- I want to see if there is 

any fairness issue. I personally don't think there 

is because we're already saying, well, off island or 

homeowner occupant versus, you know, somebody that 

is buying it for an investment and they don't live 

in it. So I -- I just want to make sure that if we 

go down that road, what is going to be the benefit, 

if any, and what would be the defense that we would 

have in terms of someone contesting that? 

CHAIR HOKAMA: Corporation Counsel. 

MS. FUJITA-VILLAROSA: I'll let the Department speak on 
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1 the benefit part of it, because I'm not sure of, you 

2 know, what that would result in, but I think that it 

3 would be possible to, you know, have limitations 

4 that on the homeowner's exemption. You know, 

5 this lS all based on finances. You know, the 

6 Circuit Breaker's based on finances. There's the 

7 you know, the age category. I mean, there's lot 

8 of -- I don't think that -- in other words, I guess 

9 what I'm saying is that I don't think that there 

10 would be a problem with defending, you know, having 

11 put some kind of cap I guess is what you're 

12 talking about, a cap on the value of the -- of the 

13 house in order to qualify for homeowner's exemption. 

14 I think that the other consideration, though, 

15 is that the way that the current system is, that 

16 homeowner's exemption is linked to the rate. So 

17 that's the other, you know, part of it, you know, as 

18 set forth in these examples that Council should also 

19 take a look at is because they're linked together, 

20 once you qualify for the exemption, you also get 

21 this lower rate. 

22 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Right. And that may take a while 

23 

24 

25 

for the Department to be able to actually compute 

what that may be, because you probably have to do a 

search. But personally, I would like to look at 
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1 that option and look at that and see if we could not 

2 achieve at least some equity and provide some relief 

3 and then possibly look at maybe even providing a 

4 lower rate for people, then, that do have a 

5 homeowner's exemption, if we're looking at keeping 

6 just zero in terms of our -- of our rate, you know, 

7 where we're just keeping equal to where we are right 

8 now. If we want to increase additional revenues, 

9 then we could look at that, but I'd be very 

10 interested in that, because I believe that as a 

11 general rule people that can afford to purchase a $1 

12 million home, as a general rule do have the ability 

13 to withstand, you know, that greater financial 

14 burden. 

15 CHAIR HOKAMA: Mr. Mateo. 

16 COUNCILMEMBER MATEO: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Lance, if I 

17 could ask Lance a follow-up question regarding the 

18 four scenarios that you presented. The fourth 

19 scenario comes with $3 million reduction In 

20 revenues. The other four scenarios that you offer, 

21 do they also have similar reductions in revenues? 

22 MR. TAGUCHI: Councilmember Mateo, no, they do not. They 

23 assume a revenue neutral position. 

24 COUNCILMEMBER MATEO: OkaYr thank you. 

25 CHAIR HOKAMA: Any other questions on the handout? If 
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not, I would like to ask the Department if they have 

any comments? Again, to be fair, I want you to know 

that -- again, inform the members that the 

Department did send a November 28 written response 

to the Committee and it is in your binders. I would 

ask Mr. Regan if there's any comments he wishes to 

share at this time? 

MR. REGAN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. This model that was 

produced by Lance is an excellent tool that we could 

use to try to make some determinations of what the 

effect would be on increasing the homeowner's 

exemption, but I guess in my letter one of the 

things that I wanted to make mention to was the 

amount of benefit. And you can read the explanation 

in the letter, but essentially what I was trying to 

get across was that in the original letter by 

Mr. Erfer he represents that there's a -- a large 

discrepancy in terms of the benefit that's received 

from the Improved Residential rate versus the 

Residential or the Homeowner rate, and that's true. 

But what we should be -- to me, at least the 

way that I felt when I was looking at this! 

something just didn't sit right with me in terms of 

the term benefit, because when you talk about 

benefit, you're talking about, well, how much is 
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this person receiving from the homeowner's 

exemption? What is the reduction in tax basically 

that that person is receiving? And it's uniform 

across the board if you look at the Homeowner rate 

versus with the homeowner's exemption and 

without. I mean it's basically -- and that's what I 

kind of explain in my letter was that, you know, 

everyone pretty much received the same amount of 

benefit. I mean not pretty much, they do. I 

apologize. But it's about $177.50 per taxpayer for 

those people that are taking the exemption. 

So I understand where Mr. Erfer is coming 

from and where Lance is coming from when he's 

expressing this benefit, but you need to understand 

that they're comparing the Improved Residential rate 

to the Homeowner rate, and sometimes that can kind 

of -- I don't know I guess cloud things. So I just 

wanted to -- my point was to compare apples to 

apples, versus apples to, you know, mountain apples. 

I don't know. I mean, they're similar, but they're 

not exactly the same, so I wanted to express that in 

my letter and I hope, you know, that was understood. 

In addition, you know, we did -- we were able 

to do some calculations, some very simplistic 

modeling, which was requested as -- for Mr. Erfer's 
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1 second letter, and we were able to confirm that. In 

2 fact this number that's being used here keeping 

3 revenue neutral, 157,201 for the homeowner's 

4 exemption at the higher Improved Residential rate, 

5 is in fact the number that we also came up with 

6 as on the Department level. So I think there may 

7 be some other adjustments that we may want to make 

8 to this to the model in that as I was reviewing 

9 this I was thinking, well, how many of these elderly 

10 homeowners that are -- that are here are actually 

11 taking advantage of the CBC, of the Circuit Breaker 

12 Credit, you know, and how does that equate to this 

13 model? And I don't see it here and that may be 

14 something that we need to kind of expand on. 

15 So the Department would be more than happy to 

16 work with -- with Council in maybe expanding the 

17 model a little bit more to include some additional 

18 data so that we get, I don't know, maybe a more -- I 

19 don't want to say realistic, but I guess a better 

20 picture of what we're actually looking at and we can 

21 try to make it a little bit more complex. So we'd 

22 be more than happy to work with Lance in doing that 

23 for you, Mr. Chair. 

24 CHAIR HOKAMA: Thank you. The Chair appreciates your 

25 comments as well as your -- your willingness to work 
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1 with us to come up with some improved 

2 recommendations. 

3 Members/ any other questions regarding the 

4 handout? And again/ this is the Chair's first 

5 attempt to provide to you one way to approach 

6 short-term relief to a specific category/ which is 

7 homeowneDs. If not/ I would also ask if you have 

8 any comments at this time? We did receive comments 

9 regarding concerns over the added definition of 

10 disposabl;e income in the second draft bill relating 

11 to the r~al property tax Circuit Breaker Credit. 

12 COUNCILMEMBER K(ANE: Mr. 

13 CHAIR HOKAMA: Mr. Kane. 

14 COUNCILMEMBER ~E: Yeah/ I apologize/ and I know you're 

15 

16 

17 

trying to move forward with this/ and I was trying 
! 

to formul!ate a question in my mind before we moved 
I 

forward. 

18 CHAIR HOKAMA: !Sure/ not a problem. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

COUNCILMEMBER NANE: 
I 

In your handout, I know it discusses 

a revenue! neutral approach on the first three and 

then the 8 million. And I wasn't aware of that 

being a cpnsideration in Mr. Erfer's presentation. 

Was that part of it/ that he was looking at making 
I! 

adjustments to that -- the rate? Because -- and I 

must have missed that. 
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1 CHAIR HOKAMA: Mr. Taguchi. 

2 MR. TAGUCHI: Yes, Councilmember Kane, in his proposal --

3 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: The A proposal, correct, that first 

4 proposal? 

5 MR. TAGUCHI: You're looking in regards to his --

6 CHAIR HOKAMA: The original submittal. 

7 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Yeah, I'm looking at the October 

8 15th_ Is that the wrong one? And I apologize, 

9 Mr. Chair. 

10 CHAIR HOKAMA: He did send us two, an updated version as 

11 well as the 

12 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: He had an October 15th and I think 

13 connected to that he has a November 7th, and I was 

14 just wondering, because I think the November 7th he 

15 talks about --

16 CHAIR HOKAMA: Okay, October 15th is his original 

17 submittal to us. 

18 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: And so in that one he talks about the 

19 adjustment of the tax rate. That's where he says 

20 the $5.20 -- he's using a different rate than what 

21 you're using in your example, but he's looking at 

22 the homeowner's exernption and the rate combined 

23 being adjusted in his -- in his example? 

24 MR. TAGUCHI: I believe in his example A on his October 

25 15th letter he notes that the -- in the second 
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1 sentence it says, the homeowner not only deducts a 

2 minimum of 50,000 from the assessment -- assessed 

3 billing value, but also lowers the rate applied to 

4 the total land and building value from .586 percent 

5 to .355 percent. The percentage is not correct. 

6 That's the -- it's supposed to be $5 --

7 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: 5.86. 

8 MR. TAGUCHI: Yeah, but in his example, that's what he's 

9 referring to, the fact that once again he perceives 

10 it as having a dual benefit. 

11 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Right, a double dip. 

12 MR. TAGUCHI: Once an exemption, once because you benefit 

13 from a lower rate. I think the 

14 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Go ahead. 

15 MR. TAGUCHI: -- the Finance Director is looking at it as 

16 the exemption is the amount of benefit and the rate 

17 is just the rate for all homeowners. 

18 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: And my clarification, Mr. Chair, is 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

so Mr. Mr. Regan, you're pointing out in your 

number response to number 2, the second 

paragraph, and that's where you're talking about the 

flaw; is that correct? 

MR. REGAN: Yeah. I'm just trying to explain t0at when we 

look at benefit, we should be comparing similar, you 

know, numbers here. And rather than taking Improved 
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1 Residential and then trying to derive a benefit, we 

2 should be taking the Homeowner rate, per se, and 

3 deriving a benefit with the exemption and without 

4 the exemption, that being the actual true benefit 

5 that's received through the homeowner exemption. 

6 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: So what the Chair through his Staff 

7 has provided as a matter of record, does that 

8 provide you with I guess an idea of what we're 

9 trying to achieve or working towards a consideration 

10 of a proposal that's being -- that's on the table 

11 for us by the Chair? 

12 MR. REGAN: Let me, if I may, Chair. 

13 CHAIR HOKAMA: Mr. Director. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MR. REGAN: I just want to say that I understand the 

what Lance is proposing or what the Chair is 

proposing, and it makes sense. It's just that I 

wanted to make it clear that the true benefit should 

be derived by looking at -- at least from my 

perspective, should be derived by looking at the 

Homeowner rate with the exemption and without- the 

exemption, rather than comparing the improved 

residential rate to the Homeowner rate with 

exemption. There will obviously be a larger benefit 

gained, dollar benefit gained if you compare 

improved residential rate to Homeowner rate with 
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1 exemption and you go up in value. You're going to 

2 have a larger dollar benefit if you compare it that 

3 way, but if you actually look at the Homeowner-rate 

4 without the exemption and then the Homeowner rate 

5 with the exemption, irregardless of value, it's 

6 going to be the same amount of benefit. So, you 

7 know, I understand -- I understand what -- what's 

8 being presented here and either -- either way is 

9 not -- it's not incorrect. There's not one right 

10 way and one wrong way. It's just that it's how you 

11 look at the benefits. So--

12 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: And so -- and I'm sorry, on the last 

13 page where the Chair's proposal shows the net effect 

14 of changes where it's bracketed out where from 

15 Homeowners A, B, and C, which is from zero to 

16 400,000, as well as the Elderly Homeowners Band C 

17 are also bracketed, which I think as the Chair shows 

18 here in his graph -- or his numbers under gross 

19 value, that approximately 83 percent of the public, 

20 or roughly 18,000 of the 21,800 homeowners, would 

21 benefit in a reduction, and that's what you're 

22 portraying in this graph, correct, Mr. Chair? I 

23 mean, understanding that there's a $3 million less 

24 in revenue. 

25 CHAIR HOKAMA: Well, if you take it from anything million 
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1 dollars and below 

2 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: 99 percent. 

3 CHAIR HOKAMA: -- you're looking at 99 percent of the 

4 property owners. 

5 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: So I was just looking at the 400 1 000 

6 and below. 

7 CHAIR HOKAMA: That would be 83 percent. 

8 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: I mean that's -- yeahl rightl so 

9 83 -- 83 percent. 

10 Mr. Regan, did you provide any comments I any 

11 particular position on is it too early or is that 

12 something when we get -- move forward that you're 

13 going to be able to provide us with specific 

14 comments with respects to this proposed 

15 consideration? I don't know if this is proposal I 

16 but I think this is just a graphic to illustrate to 

17 us if we were to incorporate these numbers that you 

18 have here l Mr. Chair, into your proposed bill that 

19 we have before us today for discussion. 

20 CHAIR HOKAMA: Because l you know, wheD we had testimonYI 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

some testifiers came from a very simplistic approach 

and just said increase the exemption. Well, you 

know, I mean, we -- remember even the late Dyke 

Kondo fought for $10,000 morel feeling that that 

would make a difference for people in the 70 age 
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bracket and above. In a simplistic way, if 

valuation was -- had a little bit more, I would say, 

controls, it might work out better. But then again, 

there's so many factors that impact real property 

tax that -- the Division and the Department will 

agree. You're looking at valuation, you're looking 

at assessment, you're looking at rate, you're 

looking at enforcement to ensure people are in the 

right categories. I mean, there's so many issues 

that impact the revenue. You know, all I'm trying 

to do is to find ways to address the various impact 

points and trying to present to you something that 

still makes sense and we can help the community 

understand what we're trying to do to bring back the 

fairness and rebuild greater integrity into the 

system. 

And so for me, Members, you know, the other 

thing I'm going to throw in the mix is that, you 

know, while we've talked about exemption and rate 

right now, we also have COMET and their point of 

view of -- of the impact by capping assessed 

valuation, which is the annual appreciation of your 

property. So if we do it that way, again, until we 

do the models, I have -- you know, I really don't 

know what the benefits and disadvantages are to 
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1 present to you. 

2 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: We have to do the analysis, bottom 

3 line. 

4 CHAIR HOKAMA: Right. But what I wanted to present to you 

5 
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this afternoon is that from the previous meetings 

where we have talked about exemptions, where we've 

talked about Circuit Breaker, the two bills that 

have been drafted for your review today is one 

approach, and I presented -- you know, I asked the 

staff to help present it so that you could see a way 

to quantify some of the impacts by keeping certain 

things static and then we can make some adjustments 

for it. I think the Department's comment of maybe 

adding to this model what dollar amounts may be 

derived from the Circuit Breaker and then how that 

would adjust overall revenue picture is a good 

suggestion, and so I will look forward to working 

with the Director and his people to give you that 

information also. Yes. 

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: I'll just make a finishing -- I just 

want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for allowing this 

expanded discussion and providing the flexibility 

for us. Because I know you understand how important 

it is not to jump into it but to be deliberate in 

moving forward and providing us that flexibility to 
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gain the enough knowledge for us to make a 

decision on these things. Because obviously it's 

going to you know r like you said r it all comes 

back to that balloon r you know r when you squeeze 

'emr it impacts other places. And. until we know r we 

don't know. So we have to -- we have to talk about 

it. So thank you for allowing the flexibility. 
( 

8 CHAIR HOKAMA: Thank you. Ms. Johnson. 

9 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: One of the things I think that 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

this discussion is doing this afternoon is allowing 

us to have that time. Because so many times we do 

want to hear the testimonYr because I think that's 

what's also helped to get us to this pointr but we 

haven't had the benefit of having the full 

complement of Council members in attendance today. 

I think that for mer I would like to kn~w from you 

where we could actually begin implementing r because r 

as I said earlier r time is really critical at this 

point. If we don't take some type of an action r or 

at least make an attempt to bring this forward to 

the full Council r we will be back again and we will 

have lost another year and the frustration level 

will be growing even greater in the community. 

So if your intent is to look at something 

simple that we can do at least at this level and 
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1 move either one or both of these proposals forward 

2 for consideration of the full Council, I don't have 

3 a problem with that. I think that it would -- it's 

4 not going to be maybe even a perm~nent thing, but I 

5 think that as long as it's not going to be harmful 

6 in terms of our revenues and it would provide some 

7 additional relief for the people that have expressed 

8 extreme frustration of not having that kind of 

9 relief, I have no problem in moving forward. 

10 And I just wanted to hear from you what you 

11 would like to do to accommodate the requests of the 

12 public but also look at what we have here and see if 

13 there isn't some action that we can take. 

14 CHAIR HOKAMA: I would say first, to be fair, we need to 

15 ask the Department what is a realistic timetable? 

16 And I believe we maybe have asked this earlier, 

17 Mr. Director and Mr. Okumura, but a realistic 

18 timetable for the Department to implement any 

19 revision that the Council may adopt is, in your 

20 opinion, what, one year? And it has to be done 

21 before, I would say, what! December 31st, because 

22 then it would be applied to the following year's 

23 property tax bills? Would that be a correct 

24 understanding? 

25 MR. REGAN: The Administrator is saying, yeah, about one 
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year, Mr. Chair. 

CHAIR HOKAMA: So no matter what we do, Members, if you --

you know, the second point, though, I can share with 

you is that -- and then what you're leading up, 

Members, to and what the public is going to be able 

to understand is your question leads up to the main 

point of how will the County fund what it is 

required to provide? Okay, because we had testimony 

from fees for services, which means if you can 

afford it, you can have that service, and if you 

can't, well, too bad for you. To the other end of 

the spectrum of what we believe we need to provide 

as a communi ty and as a government 'to everyone 

regardless of a financial status. 

So I would say, Members, if you believe that 

we are in dealing with the ultimate -- that we 

have to come up with an ultimate amount of resources 

for the County to function and we're assuming we 

have an acceptable degree of efficiency in providing 

those services, then the quickest way is in the 

upcoming budget deliberations where through the rate 

we will impact revenue. Because that's when we set 

the rate. After we go through that, then we do our 

public hearings and we come up with the rate and 

then the department will take over once we set the 
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1 rate. That is the quickest short-term impact you 

2 can give to the tax base. 

3 When you adjust the rate/ are we going to 

4 adjust one category/ we going to adjust all 

5 categories? Because I had the balloons ready for 

6 all of you today. When you squeeze one part of the 

7 balloon/ you're going to create a bulge some place 

8 else. And if -- that bulge then has to be the 

9 question/ is that group that's going to pay that 

10 bulge now fairer to them as a tax category? Yes. 

11 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: If I were to let's say right 

12 now -- or if we as a body were to say that the 

13 Department were to not give any homeowner's 

14 exemptions for anyone whose home let's say combined 

15 with their ohana, for example/ totaled $1 million/ 

16 and I'm not talking about the land/ but just the 

17 homes themselves/ what kind of an -- you know/ like 

18 is that a major thing for that kind of a measure to 

19 be implemented? Because we're really talking about 

20 whether they could qualify for the exemption or not. 

21 CHAIR HOKAMA: Department/ do you have a response? 

22 MR. OKUMURA: Mr. Chair/ yes, your question is if we are 

23 

24 

25 

able to -- if we were to make that -- you were to 

make that decision to disallow home exemption for 

properties million dollars and above is that --
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1 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Yeah, but only the home, not the 

2 whole land and home combined, just the, home itself, 

3 and if it was the home combined with an ohana. 

4 Where I'm looking at just the improvements on the 

5 real estate. 

6 MR. OKUMURA: Oh, just the dwelling itself? 

7 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Right, not the land value. 

8 MR. OKUMURA: It would be possible. 

9 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Okay. And then the other thing 

10 would be on the other side, which would be the I 

11 guess the Circuit Breaker. If you had, again, a 

12 home that was $1 million or 750,000, you couldn't 

13 get the Circuit Breaker. Is that something that is 

14 not too difficult to implement? 

15 MR. OKUMURA: We have a completed -- in fact we're in the 

16 process of examining the Circuit Breaker applicants, 

17 and it's going to be within the next couple months 

18 our Department needs to notify those people who are 

19 qualified or not. So to make that change now it 

20 would mean we'll have to review all the 700 to 800 

21 applicants that have submitted for Circuit Breaker. 

22 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: So you do not have -- in the 

23 

24 

25 

Circuit Breaker qualifications that you have 

currently, you're telling me that you don't have the 

land separated from the dwelling and you couldn't 
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1 just press a button and say, well, okay, X number of 

2 dwellings that are 750,000 or more? 

3 MR. OKUMURA: No. She would have to -- our collections 

4 section will have to review each application again. 

5 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: But when you get your tax bill, 

6 doesn't it show a value for your land and a value 

7 for your home? 

8 MR. OKUMURA: No, your tax bill is just one tax bill. 

9 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Oh, I thought we had --

10 MR. OKUMURA: Assessed value you're talking is separate. 

11 When we send out our assessment notices in March --

12 March 15th, it will show you a valuation break up of 

13 land and building. However, in your tax bill we 

14 just you just get a lump sum, yeah. 

'15 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Okay. Well, I guess I'm not 

16 expressing myself properly, then, because what I'm 

17 looking at is the assessment. So let's say, in 

18 other words, if you're filing for a Circuit Breaker 

19 and the assessed value of your home is 750,000 or 

20 greater, I'm -- I'm just, you know, really thinking 

21 that you shouldn't be able to get a Circuit Breaker 

22 if your home is three quarters of a million dollars. 

23 MR. OKUMURA: What we're comparing it with is your 2002. 

24 

25 

Your calculation of your Circuit Breaker is based on 

your 2002 taxes, so we'd have to go back and 
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1 recalculate it to compare it to the 2004. 

2 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Oh, I see, because it's a look 

3 back. 

4 MR. OKUMURA: Right, right. 

5 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Okay, that's what you're doing. 

6 So you would have to be using the previous year's 

7 valuation? 

8 MR. OKUMURA: Right. 

9 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: But even at that, when you're 

10 looking at using the previous year's valuation, you 

11 would be able, I would think because generally 

12 your home doesn't appreciate in value. It usually 

13 goes down and your land goes up. Isn't that 

14 generally true? 

15 MR. OKUMURA: It depends on our index. You know, I mean, 

16 we have an index every year appreciation for a cost 

17 of building, but also we have depreciation, so it 

18 kind of negates each other, but maybe about 1 or 2 

19 percent increase. 

20 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Okay, well --

21 MR. OKUMURA: There is a difference. 

22 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Well, I think if I'm understanding 

23 

24 

25 

you correctly, Lance, it's that you wouldn't want to 

maybe do that because people have filed for this 

exemption based on a certain set of facts and then 
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1 now if you change the rules in midstream, that 

2 wouldn't be fairi is that what you're saying? 

3 MR. OKUMURA: Yes. 

4 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Okay. 

5 MR. OKUMURA: In fact we have about 100 that she's waiting 

6 for. They have to reply and that -- you know, after 

7 she's able to make that determination, then we will 

8 send the letters out saying who -- you're qualified 

9 for Circuit Breaker for this. 

10 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: Okay. Well, then on the Circuit 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Breaker that, Mr. Chair, would probably have to be 

something that, because of the way it's structured, 

something that came in, you know, let's say a 

subsequent tax year. But I would be very interested 

in just perhaps trying to move forward with 

something of that sort and see what the tax 

implication would be. Because if that were the case 

and we just said everybody over that valuation, just 

on the home, just on the dwellings, would not be 

able to qualify for that exemption l perhaps whatever 

that additional revenue would be generated might be 

able to give us some flexibility, then, in setting a 

lower rate and not cutting our own throat and 

putting some of the savings where it really 

genuinely should be occurring. So that's my only 
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1 thought in that one area. If this other thing is 

2 too complicated and we've got to go through more 

3 steps, I'm just trying to think of a way that we 

4 could give ourselves some flexibility during the 

5 budget process. 

6 CHAIR HOKAMA: Thank you. Any other questions for the 

7 Department or Staff at this time? Any closing 

8 comments before the Chair adjourns the meeting for 

9 the day? I would just -- again, to be as a 

10 reminder, Members, if you do have comments or 

11 suggestions or questions that you have, whether or 

12 not on the two bills, the home exemption 

13 consideration or the Circuit Breaker proposal, which 

14 is the addition of a definition for disposable 

15 income, to please make it known to myself or the 

16 Staff so that we can follow through and be prepared 

17 for the next meeting. 

18 We will have a meeting on December 16th. It 

19 won't be a long meeting, but the Chair has a few 

20 items that he feels is important to be taken up 

21 before the end of the calendar year, and that will 

22 be the last meeting for the Committee for this 

23 calendar year, the 16th at 9:00 a.m. Anything else, 

24 Tamara? Yes, Mr. Kane. 

25 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: I'm sorry, so this item you're 
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1 planning on bringing back on that 16th meeting or, 

2 I'm sorry, I didn't hear that part? 

3 CHAIR HOKAMA: I know we scheduled it, because I have a 

4 request from the Budget Director. Tamara, can you 

5 help inform the Committee? 

6 MS. KOLLER: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I believe we -- the 

7 Committee will be receiving some ordinances at the 

8 next Council meeting that we need to look at. One 

9 is on the Nishida property and also this BF-22 is 

10 going to be rescheduled. 

11 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Okay, great. Thank you, Chair. 

12 CHAIR HOKAMA: Okay, so I would ask, again, Members if you 

13 can make your comments and questions to the 

14 Committee Staff or your Chairman, we will follow 

15 through. 

16 We thank Director Regan, Mr. Okumura, 

17 Ms. Martin, thank you. Corporation Counsel. Yes, 

18 Ms. Johnson. 

19 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON: The only thing I would like the 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

members to consider is the comment that was made 

today with regard to how the homeowner's exemption 

is applied. And I read Mr. Regan's response, and, 

you know, there's some merit to both, but I also 

think that from the perspective of the individuals 

that participated in the evolution of how that was 
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16 
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18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

to be applied, if there is any relief that we could 

give in the land valuation and looking at that, I 

would like the members to consider maybe, if there 

is any clarification that we need or that we could 

make, and actually direct the Department to just go 

back to the valuation or at least clarify in the 

ordinance what that valuation is to be and how it's 

to operate. 

I would really like to do that, because 

obviously that is hurting, at least from what we've 

heard today and from other people that have sent us 

emailsandcomments.itis adversely impacting some 

of these people, where they don't really have a 

rental. They do have an additional unit. And so 

maybe if we could do that, I don't know how that 

would affect our overall revenue, though. And so if 

the -- if the Administration could let us know that 

what kind of financial impact that is, if they have 

any idea what that's going to be, I'd really like to 

hear that at the next meeting. Because if we return 

to the past practice, I would prefer to do that and 

not hurt people who are desperately in need of that 

kind of relief, but if it's going to dramatically 

change the revenue stream, then we also need to know 

that. 
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1 CHAIR HOKAMA: Okay, thank you. Anything else, Members? 

2 Any closing comments, Mr. Regan? 

3 MR. REGAN: No, no comments, Chair. Thank you. 

4 CHAIR HOKAMA: Okay, thank you again for being with us. 

5 Thank you, Members. It's a long day, but I think it 

6 was very healthy discussion and questions. 

7 COUNCIL MEMBERS VOICED NO OBJECTIONS. (excused: RC, MJM, and CT) 

8 ACTION: DEFER pending further discussion. 

9 CHAIR HOKAMA: This meeting is adjourned. (Gavel) . 

10 ADJOURN: 4:30 p.m. 

11 

12 
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